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Appellant's Openings Briet 
SUATEMaMYT OF  JURTSDICTILON 


Mis is an appeal from a fimal judgement in fawor of the 
PooeLless rendered by the United States Disitrict Court for the 
3 


e) 


i 


District of Hawaii in an action by appellant under the anti-trust 


laws for treble damages and injunctive relief. (CT 388)1/ Juris- 


) | diction was based upon the provisions of 15 U.S.C. Sections 15 and 
| 


L 


26 commonly known as the Sherman and Clayton Acts. The jurisdic- 


| 
Meeeton Of this Court is invoked under the provisions of 28 U.S.C. 


fm i291 and 1294. Notice of appeal was filed within thirty days after 


| 
| 


i | entry of judgment on September 12, 1966 and after Order Denying 


Motion to Vacate Withdrawal of Counsel and Order Denying Motion to 


5 | 


1i/ Parenthetic references preceded by "CT" are to the Clerk's 
Mmeanscript of the record. 


Vacate and Motion for Rehearing entered on September 27, 1966 
mcr 418-423). 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

&., Toe Nature of the Controversy 

This is an action under the federal anti-trust laws for 
damages and injunctive relief brought by appellant (sometimes 
referred herein as plaintiff) against the appellees (sometimes 
referred to herein as defendants). The Complaint was filed 
mMevember 30, 1961 (CT mei4). At this time Louis B. Blissard was 
Pladmtitt™s local cownsel of record. On November 4, 1964, Louis 
B. Blissard withdrew as plaintiff's local counsel and Messrs. Shim, 
Naito and Oki (Alvin T. Shim and Yukio Naito) appeared in his 
place (CT 260-261). On November 13, 1964 a First Amended Complaint 
Mectoimaceter refecred to as Complaint) was filed (CT 269-283) ,and 
Answers were subsequently filed thereto by each of the defendants 
meget 314-341). 

The Complaint alleges that the plaintiff Honolulu Lumber Co., 
Ltd. was engaged as a wnolesaler and distributor of lumber products 
in Oahu, Hawaii, and that each of the defendant corporations was 
Biikewise engaged as a wholesalerand distributor of building mater- 
Ms in compet@tion with @t. Beeginming in about July, 1950, 
defendants ang) I22cmmer Chem GnGered into certain contracts and 
| pemecements which were intended to prevent and had the result of 
B preventing plaintiff from obtaining supplies of lumber products 


3 | and selling them in competition with the defendants, thereby 


| 
| 
| 
| causing damages to plaintiff's business in the sum of $37,000.00 


mm. estamacved anticipated profits in the sum of $73,000.00, or @ 


| 
| total of $110,000.00. The Complaint requested treble damages, in 
| mee gum ot $330,000.00, and injunctive rele. 
~| (eeaer cOaducting eamtensive pretrial discevery by written 

| interrogatories, appellant on about June 10, 1966 requested a 
tm date (CT 368). 

| Gr, Jaume: 1/7, 1966 appellees motieed the taking of the depesi«= 

| 


Bion Of pleimtiti's peesddent, Prestom Low, for June 28, 1966 in 


Benolui (CT 351). On June 22, 1966, 6 days prior to the scheduled 
j time for ee deposition, plaintiff's locel attorney Alwin Shim 


wrote a letter to defendants' attorneys requesting a three months' 


mm (CT 351). 


continuance or the deposition and also of the scheduled trial for 


the reason that the firm was withdrawing as attorneys in this 


action (CT 352). Each of the appellees' attorneys received this 


moeect= but nome of them responded to it although so requested 


On about June 24, 1966 appellant's local counsel of record, 


miessrs., Shim, Naito and Oki obtained an ex parte order without 
Peeceten notice to it, without its consent and without just cause 
meow, Contrary tO the’ federal Rules Of Civil Procedure, permitting 
me2ic attorneys to withdraw as such counsel. Upon learning of this 
. |withdrawal eopel mane enceavered Without” Suecess to secure mew Local 
@eeounse! and was still attem@ting to do so at the time the action 


| 

biwas dismissed (CT 365-370). - 
: 
| 


Thewaecrrcn was Set #0r pretrial on September 6, 1966, and 
mre Clerk of the District Court so advised appellant by letter 
Gated June 27, 1966. There was no mention of a trial date 
(CT 4592). The Clerk in this letter also advised appellant to 
@evouy with Rule™i(e) of the focal District Court rules requiring 
Peerci.pation by local counsel in the action. 

Appellant's president Preston Low did not appear for his 
Perecitlon on Jume’ 28, 1966 at the schedulled time amd place under 
the belief that it had been continued. He was wiiling to have his 
deposition taken at a later date, but he heard nothing further 
from appellees until receipt of notice of their Motion to Dismiss 
epeabout August 26, 1966 (CT 347-356). | 

ieee llemt weote the Clerk of the District Court by letter 
dated August 24, 1966 stating Bhat appellant had been attempting 


to secure the services of other local counsel but had been unable 


femee: to do so, and requesting continuance of the pretrial con- | 
ference from September 6, 1966 to October 7, 1966 (CT 465). 
Gum erst 26, 1266 the Clerk wrote appellant that its fequese 


Pee a continuance Of @ pretrial date was denied and that the pre- 


trial would go on as scheduled. There was again no mention of a 


See ee 


trial date nor of a hearing on September 2, 1966 on appellees’ 
Motion to Dismiss filed the preceding day (CT 466). 

Appellees filed a Motion to Dismiss on about August 25, 1966 
Perouene to RuNes 37(d) and 41(b) om the grounds that appellant 


Sec welrully failed to appear for the taking of his duly noticed 


| 


deposition and that appellant's conduct ma Che ace ten congereueed 
a failure to prosecute. The hearing on the Motion to Dismiss was 
set for Friday, September 2, 1966, one court day prior to the date 
set for the pretrial conference, September 6, 1966 (CT Ey ae) 51) a 
Appellant was under the mistaken belief that the hearing on the 


Motion to Dismiss would be held on the same date as Gat Odes ne 


pretrial conference and accordingly filed no papers in.oppesi eon 
thereto until the following Tuesday, September the 6th (CT 377-380 
Appellant's counsel wrote a letter to the Court dated September 2) 
1966 again requesting that trial of the action be continued to the 
first week in November in order to afford appellant the further 
Opportunity to secure the services of local counse] (CT, 4oteeoone 


Appellant's counsel also sent a telegram to the Court from San 


Francisco on September 2, 1966 at 10:30 o'clock a.m. P.D.T. which 


appellees’ Motion to Dismiss at 2:30 p.m. that dayeH.s.T., “sisateanz 
that he would be unable to attend the pretrial conference the - 
lowing Tuesday but was airmailing Plaintiff's Pretrial Statement, 
Memorandum and Affidavits (CT 466a). 
Appellee prepared a pretrial statement and filed the same in 


time for the scheduled pretrial conference September 6, 1966 


{ 


| 
presumably was receivec by the Court beeor to wshe heamims on 
| 
| 


(CT 360-364). 


Following entry of Order of Dismissal dismissing this act £on 


m September 12, 1966 (CT 389) eppellant first filed a Motion to 
Vacate Dismissal with Prejudice and Rehearing on Defendants ' 
| 


Motion to Dismiss on about September 9, 1966 (CT 375-387) and sub- 


sequently on about September 23, 1965 filed a Motion to Vacate With 


ldrawal of Counsel and Reinstate Counsel of Record (CT 405-413) both 
hoe Wiewen Moetons were denied by the Court on September 27, 1966 
(CT 418-421). 
Appellamt was not repmesemted at the hearing on the Motion 
i, 


© Dismiss September 2, 66, or at the scheduled pretrial confer- 


ct 


Pecare bi cm seal aad On its Motion to Vacate Withdrawal cf Coumsel 


jmeid September 20, 1966 and September 26, 1966 because of its in- 


Meeelety £O secure new local counsel as required by Rule l(e) of 

| 

arhe Preetice Court jiocal rules and because of the lack of finances 
| 
/ 


Bl 0 Paeeemrraye! Cxpenses Of 1ts counsel from his GLiice im San 


Beancisco to Honolulu and return (CT 365-370). 


j Appellant filed his Notice of Appeal from the Judgment of 


Meomissal on October 12, 1966 (CT 425). 


ence September 6, 1966 or at subsequent hearings on its Motion to 


B. testiens mavolved 


| 

| ieeebid the apoetlant through Preston Low, its president, wai- 
- . eee oe 2 iG ee ae en: aiefi 
ty mail tO @eecar for the taking of his duly noticed deposition: 
| 


Poebta tiemecnellant sail to prosecute this action? 


3. May an attorney of record withdraw as such attorney with- 


| 
| 
joxe notice and without cause where the effect is to leave a party 


() i 


GC) Shee me c2abieonsof Errors 


| 
without representation? | 
IME  Districe Court ecredg A= dismissing thixss action on 


mye eroOund Or the wilful failure of appellant to appear for 


@esosition. 

2. Enewt@stric’ Court erred in 
want of prosecution. 

Ce ine Destrice Court erred in 
to Vacate and Motion for Rehearing. 

Cee ine atstrack Coure erred in 
Counsel. 

Deetne Prseriet “Court erred in 


momecate Withdrawal of Cownsel. 


dismmssing this action for 


denying appellant's Motion 


approving Withdrawal of 


denying appellant's Motion 


ARGUMENT | 


i, Viet oe Cl CORR? ERED EN DISMISSING THIS ACT ICH 
CN Tr TeOUND OF Tae WIEPUL PALEURE OF APPELLANT TO 
APPEAR FOR DEPOSITION. 

The record discloses that the appellant's president, Preston 


ew, xesides in Menio Park, California, and was in the offices of | 


appellant's local ccunsel, Alvin Shim,in Honolulu on June 20, 1966 
at which time Mr. Shim advised him of appellees' notice to take 
Pas Geposition on Jume 28, 1966. Mr. Low advised Mr. Shim that | 
he was on his way to Hong Kong on personal business and would not | 
fercenermeil che following month, and mequested Mr. Sham to obieawn 
Peco metnwance or “Ene deposition until has return. Mr. Shim Glen 
wrote a letter to each of the appellees‘ counsel of record —— 
ting a three-months' continuance on the ground that his firm was | 
[eencrawine as local counsel of record (Cf 351-352, Exhibit A). 
Peecilces made no response to this letter, altheugh requested to | 
Gensco. Appeliamt eccordingly essumed the comtinwanace had been | 
eranuted (Cf 365). The record further discloses that Mr. Low was | 
Pemmims to hevye his deposition taken by the appellees at any time 
ioe seme eenciseo.or Honolwlu,. providing, that he be givenm.at feast 
two-weeks' notice so as to arrange his business schedule (CT 365- | 
B67) 

Under the foregoing circumstances, appellant submits that 
there was no failure to attend this deposition since Mr. Low had 
a legitimate reason for not being present, his local counsel had 


| 
requested such continuance, and appellees by their failure to 


| 


Metieme were a failure to atténd the déposition, the failure was 
ool. Me. Low had indicated to has doeal attormey that he 
would be willing to have his deposition taken at any time upon 


two-weeks' notice. 


4 
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meopiy ©O Ehas mequest impliediy consented the®eto. In any event, 
| 


| Ppeeticesmin theimesuasement of Reasons and Citation of ac 


Bees in support of their Motion to Dismiss under Rule 37(d) : 


| Stated that appellant's only excuse for not appearing at the depo- 


Sition was that he needed time to secure a local attorney, and that 


Bacioeie «ecord he had been informed of the need for retaining a 
mew local attorney on March 10, 1966, referring to the Memorandum 


in Support of Withdrawal of Counsels filed June 24, 1966 (CT 353- 


3 
Sy Yukio Naito, AlvimeT. Shim and Eiehi Oki, appellant's local 


Peurse!, was not im affidavit form, and accordingly could not 
|properly De considewed by Ches@ourt ig commpeetionewith thmeeMotion- 
l'Even if considered, the Memorandum merely stated that Mr. Naito in- 


Meened te. Tibbits of his withadrawal as counsel. it did mot state 


— 


that Messrs. Naito, Shim and Oki were all withdrawing as counsel, 


P| but only that Mr. Naito was going to withdraw. Mr. Tibbits in his 


Pe eileayit stated that he understood that Mr. Shim would remain on 


| 
B ness about Jume 21, UGG or One week berore the scheduled deposi- 


tion That appellant's counsel had notice that Mr. Shim also was 


i 
' 


| 
55, 344-346). It is to be noted that the Memorandum referred to 


going to withdraw as local counsel. Even then he had no notice 


gic. Oki would also withdraw. (CT 368-370). 


ay 


| 
Woe iwsloe should nou be pemalized for ithe failure of its local 


attorney to advise appellees’ counsel of Mr. Low's business engage- 


Ment waiich osevented him from having his deposition taken at the 


scheduled time and his willingness to have his deposition taken the 
foliowing month, or at any time upon two-weeks' notice. 


Mareseo v. tembert (ED NY 1941) 2 FRD 163. 


In Maresco, a motion was made to strike the complaint 


and Gismiss the action on the ground that the plaintiff had 


maiiec tossmbmit towan.ecxamination pursuant to) Rule 26.08 


promi Eeopelede gO aitbenduthewedeposationedue toshis changing 

attorneys and a misunderstanding on the part of the new asso- 

ciate attorney. Judge Moscowitz in denying the motion stated: 
"The excuse is rather lame, but the client 


SehnoOuld wot Sub@meér in this instawmice because of 


| 
eee Pederal Rules of Civil Procedure. sit appeared that the 
| the lawyer's fault." 


Tl. THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED IN DISMISSING THiS AGEiGgs 
FOR WANT OF PROSECUTION. 


| 
! 
Mee Compwatne in this action was filed November 30, 1962. 
ated itt oart and denied in part. Appellant then served exten- 


Piisive interrogatories on Appellees which in due course were answered 


n Order was entered dismissing the Complaint with leave to amend. 


> > 


boellant then filed its First Amended Complamnt on November 13, 


11964 and Appellees filed their Answers thereto (CT 460-464). 


was set for pretrial September 6, 1966. Appellant prepared and 
filed a pretrial memorandum and was ready to go to trial except 
Pee tt wae unabke to secure the assistanee of new locad cownsel 
as required by local rule 1(e) (CT 360-370). 

From the date of withdrawal of Messrs. Naito, Shim and Oki 
on June 22, 1966 to the date of the hearing on Appellees' Motion 
Gembicmmes September 2, 1966, Appellant made every effort to 


Senne mew local counsel. However, due to the complexities of 


necessitated payment of new counsel on a contingency fee basis 
Only, and the distance separating Appellant whose local offices 
had been closed in Honolulu and moved to Menlo Park, California, 
and Appellant's attorney whose office was in San Francisco, Cali- 
Berita, Appellant had been unable to secure mew counsel by Septem- 
ber 2, 1966. It had consulted with Walter Chuck, Esq. of Honolulu 
and was consulting with another local firm when the action was 
dismissed (CT 365-370). 

Under these circumstances it is submitted Appellant was not 
emelatcry in prosecuting its action, and it was an abuse’ of the 


an anti-trust action, the financial insolvency of Appellant which 
Weetrice COUre S discretion to have entered a dismissal on this 


esround. 
Link v. Wabash R. Co., 370 US 626. 
papers in opposition to Appellees’ Motion to Dismiss at the hearin 


Poe aeiuren tO vepoear Or LO Slipmit aitidayits and other | 
September 2, 1966 was by mistake. 


| 


| 
Meo e feeesetoayi tL Of ats counsel Arthur H. Tibbits it is 
,clear that counsel was not aware that Appellees’ Motion to Dismiss 


was to be neard on September 2, 1966 but instead on September 6, 


| 
| 
-.. This was@@uc tO the fact that under local District of Hawaii 
:.. Boomeime aiceolace Oc the hearing on the Motion were not @see 
Iforth in the first pagemes Lo Gone In The Wlorewern Des tiact of Caiay 
Beornia, Bum ae che Gnd of the Mosion on the bowitom page. This mise 
| take BS excusable, and the District Court was empowered by Federal 
By Rules Bev clva PrececumewnulesG0(b) to relieve lt of his mistake. 
—_ evelled teseli or this corrective remedy in ifs Motion 


to Vacate Dismissal with Prejudice (CT 375-387). 
Pier ye wemach RevCO, supra 
Under Rule 60(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the 
Mesoericte Court hadwthe power to relieve a party or his legal repre- 
Ld oA e . 
Zfeelvye (rom a final judgement or order "or proceeding for mistake, 
mreagvyereency, Surerise, or excusable neglect. 


Mr ene Tollomine Federal decisions, reller was granted under 


[fees Rule GO(b) for mistake, inadvertence, surprise or excusable 


: 
. 


5) nee lect 


Vacuum Olly Coco New Youk 


Deke Serv © 


) Weiler Vv. Socony 
| ~ (SD N LY LAL 


(a judgment GCradicmissal where Ge failure to rile 
a bill of particulars was due to the oversight or 
inadvertence of the clerk of plaintiff's attorney) 


: Soriano v. American Liberty Steamship Corp. 
ii Migr hPa MIE Mite ee Servo Yo 22, Cease 1, 13 FRD 455 


wl (a judgment of dismissal for want of prosecution oc- 
: casioned by the inadvertence of plaintiff's counsel) 


Wolfsohn v. Raab 
oe ee too?) BS PR Serv 60be24, Case 2, 11 FRD 254 


(the defendant's attorneys' excusable miscalcula- 
ChOn Of Cime by one day) 


WOeGs Ws meverson 
(D Neb 1948) 12 FR Serv 60b.24, Case 1, 9 FRD 84 
(defendant's attempt to act as her own attorney 


and to her unfamiliarity with the formal require- 
ments of an answer) 


B) Appellant's failure to obtain new local counsel in 
@emtormicy with local Rule I(e) within the time allotted did not 
GCeneeltutve want of prosecution. 

Povo 12), Of ne Uniibed Sates Distriet Court for the Disprmce 
fOr Hawaii became effective March 21, 1955, reads as follows: 


ie) “Péemission to Participate imea Particular Case. 


Apyemembes in Food samdwne of be bar of any court 
| of the United States or of the highest court of any state, but 
Petwanl actlyewm@emper Of Ee bam of Ehgseceurt, may, upon coral 

See eereten Moron, be eranted pexmission to participate in the 
Meemcuct Of auparticillar case im thigecourt, but such motion shall 


be allowed only if such attorney associates with him an active 


member of the bar of this court, who shail at all times meaning- 


| sully participate in the preparation and trial of the case." 
(meio opel Aniseltueed ifs 4ction LE was represented by 

1 local counsel, Louis B. Blissard. Subsequently on November 4, 
mervo4 the firm of Shim and Naito was substituted for Blissard with | 


the consent of Pepe lane (CbeZo0-4ol) On June 24, 1966, the firm 


moim c Maeee obtained am ek parte onder of the District Court with 
Pee aetice Go @t and Without valid excuse or reason permitting it 
her whenag@ey “rom the actiom as Appellant's Local counsel (CI 343). 
The order was not supported by affidavit but by an unsworn Memo- 
randum (CT 344-346). Appellant never consented to this withdrawal 
but madewsevery effort to obtaan other local counsel which proved 
Cemcceeistul wip to theetime of the dismissal of the action, and 
even at this time it was continuing its efforts to obtain new lo- 
mel counsel. After the aetion was dismissed for want of proseeution 
Appellant moved the Court to vacate withdrawal of locai counsel 
and reinstate the firm of Shim & Naito, which motion was denied. 
Had this motion been granted Appellant would have had local coun- 
sel and would have been able to proceed with its action. It sub- 
mets that these facts do not constitute want of prosecution on 


mes part. 


| 
| 
Woodham v. American Cystoscope Company of Pelham 
na. 8e., Loe, Soo #70 551. 
TIL. THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED IN DENYING APPELLANT'S 
MOTION TO VACATE WITHDRAWAL OF COUNSEL AND REIN- 
Si208 “CUNSEL OF RECORD. 
Following dismissal of this action Appellant moved to 
Vacate Withdrawal of Counsel and Reinstate Counsel of Record on 
the ground that such withdrawal had left it without local repre- 
sentation as required by Rule I(e) supra. 
An attorney cannot unilaterally withdraw from representing a | 
Becty to a pending action even if the Court approves, if the party 
Ms left thereby without representation [or, as in this case, locad 


Meeresentation, as required by Rule l1(e)]. | 


/ 
my) Attorneys consented to by botn the old and new attorneys, and by 


| 
| Me Yeroreet and usual procedure is fo fille a@ Substitution of 
| 

Moeecitemey Due  2f the consent of the clint as not obtainable, 


= 


Mey a Comec Order upon a written applieation or Metion “therefor 


vunder Reb@s G and / of F.R.C.P. with notice tc the client and for 


Becd Caitec Shown. Mesexrs. Shim, Naato and Oki did not obtain 
! 


wee nO wEltten Motion Supported by affidavit with notice to 


appellant as provided by Rule G(d). All they did was to file a 


appellant's prior consent to a Substitution of Attorneys. They 
ee: entitled “Withdrawal of Counsel’ together with an unsworn 
Memorandum of Withdrawal of Counsel, which the Court approved. 
jie Seuod PeGeral procedure is )not in coOmformity with the 
FRCP, and Gwe Court belewwasein error, first im approving — 
|Withdrawal of Counsel and second in not granting appellant's | 
= to Vacate such withdrawal, particularly when the effect of 
such withdrawal was to leave the appellant without representation, 


mt.€. in this case local representation. 
Laskowitz vs. Shellenberger (S.D. Calif. 1952) 
| i 
| 
| 


7 Corpus Juris Secundum "Attorney and Client" 
§§120 and 121 and cases cited. 


The Lasxowitz case is directiy in point. Here the Court 


= sed to permit the withdrawal of attorneys for a corporate 


Mec houc representation. The Court in its opinion stated in part: 


ant consents to the withdrawal by a 
= 9 


fy cefendant where such withdrawal would have left the corporation 
1g its seal £iled with the Court. 


| 
i. 
_- 
| 
| 
: 
: 


i 
! 
| 


Tie COWre dees not consent, to the withdrewal of 
attorneys. Approval would leave a corporate 
defendant without representation. Even if a 
@erendant assumes to represent himself, he must 
either enter his first appearance in the case 
apes Degeens eG be substituted Gor wheever 
appeared as his attorney. Defendant appropriately 
Beem css 2 tO do Cnis because, being a corpona- 
tion, it is without capacity to either represent 
@@ners Or 1Lteseiz, 


eS 9 2 > ol 
“ PAS PAY a PAS aS “a 


in any event a withdrawal of attorneys is not the 
peepee COurse. A SUbStLtutaon Of wattermeys ap- 
peovea by the Cowet as the method of changing 
representation. “The purported withdrawal of ate 
torneys is disallowed." 


pet ieet ueees @his Court to meyexse the judgment dismisé¢ing 
E@ewaction below on the ground that the Order permitting its local 
counsei to withdraw on the threshold of the trial was improper, 
leaving it without local representation as required by Local Rule 
1(e) ana excused it from attendance at later proceedings until it 
had obtained new local counsel or until its former counsel had 
peen Ordered reinstated. 

it is respectfully submitted, for each of the reasons herein 
set forth, that judgment be reversed and the action remanded for 

megeas preeeeseenas in the Duetrict Geurt With Gastiruetions to 

reinstate aopellant's local counsel of recard until new counsel 
may be Seeured. 


Dated at San Poememsco, Caliiorniay this 13th day of 


| November, IES TOME 


Resececerully Swpmat ted, 


Capen. weé. wan p ints 
peeear iH, Libbits 
PaeOmmey Lor Appellant 


—_——_ 


| 
\ 
CORT LPICATE GF GOUNSEL 
iWeertizy thee) oneecnnecttenmwith the preparation of this 
| 
| 


Bieeer, | have cCxamied Rules 18, 19 and 39 of the United States 


Beeen- Os Appeals roe the Ninth Circuit, and that, in my opinion, 


—_— 


= 
ae’ se a — 
eee Oo a oe ~ Rae EV eT ee me, 


| 
the POrescoing brier is an full compliance with those Rules. 
Sechus h.. 2 Selous 


| 
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Simemoer Of the State Bar of California and that his business ad- 

| dress me D> New Monteomery Street, San Francisco, Gabkifomnia 94105; 

Bea* fe has served @ copy of the attached Opening Brief of Appeil- 

|; Lant HONOLULU LUMBER CO., LTD. by placing a copy in an envelope 
mecwcsoed to the fodshowing persons at their office addresses as 
ise Low: 

| 

| 

| 


Seoere ©. Cox, Esq. Hiroshi Sakai, Esq. 
| First National Bank Building 902 220, Bank Building 
p} Honolulu, Hawaii CLUS Ra eitenacs Ss Gisele « 


| 

| 
Honolviu.,. Hawaii 

Mm) Ralph T. Yamaguchi, Esq. 
| foam 552, Alexamder Young Blidge. Manuele. Gases leq. 
| 


M Honolulu, Hawaii First National Bank Building 
i Honolulu, Hawaii 
| | George L. T. Kerr, Esq. 

| First National Bank Building Alvin T. Shim, Yukio Naito aad 
i} Honolulu, Hawaii Peel Oi 
| Attorneys at Law 
mpvesilie W. S. Lum, Esq. 446 Honolulu Merchandise Mart 
bp) Room 558, Alexander Young Bldg. Building 
Mm Honolulu, Hawaii Honolulu, Hawaii 


The envelopes were then sealed and postage fully prepaid 
and on November 13, 1967 were deposited in the United States mail 
kk Sail Francisco, Calirornia. 


yi Executed on November 13, 1967 at San Francisco, California. 
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